Clinical reports after traumatic brain injury (TBI) suggest frequent difficulties with sustained attention, but their objective measurement has proved difficult. In 1997, Robertson and colleagues reported on a new sustained attention assessment tool, the sustained attention to response task (SART). Individuals with TBI were reported to produce more errors of commission on the SART than control participants, and both groups showed a relationship between SART errors and everyday lapses of attention as measured by the cognitive failures questionnaire (CFQ). Although few direct replications of these findings have been reported, the SART has been used widely as a measure of sustained attention in TBI, in normal controls, and in various other clinical samples.
Introduction
Attention deficits are common after traumatic brain injury (TBI), (Dikmen, Machamer, Winn, & Temkin, 1995; Jacobs, 1988; McKinlay, Brooks, Bond, Martinage, & Marshall, 1981) but their objective measurement has proved challenging. Difficulties with sustained attention, in particular, are frequently noted clinically, and a number of studies have attempted to measure this deficit using traditional vigilance tasks, in which a subject detects (typically) infrequent targets over several minutes' time (Parasuraman, 1984) . In such tasks, the slope of either reaction time (slowing) or accuracy (declin- * Corresponding author at: Moss Rehabilitation Research Institute, 1200 W. (Brouwer & van Wolffelaar, 1985; Buchtel, 1987) . In 1997, Robertson and colleagues reported on a new sustained attention measure-the "sustained attention to response task" (SART), (Robertson, Manly, Andrade, Baddeley, & Yiend, 1997) which differs from typical vigilance tasks in being fairly short (4.3 min), and in requiring very frequent responses (89% of trials) and rare withholding of responses. In brief, this task involves the presentation of 225 digits at the center of a computer screen in random order, with an ISI of 1150 ms. The subject's task is to press a response key as quickly as possible in response to every digit except "3." Robertson and colleagues argue that withholding responses to the infrequent non-targets requires controlled (i.e., attention-demanding) processing, to combat the
